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ones. Although school performance outcomes were similar, the groups 
perceived their schools' performances differently; students were most 
satisfied and teachers were least satisfied with school outcomes. 
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AN EFFECTIVENESS PARADIGM USING STUDENTS', TEACHERS' 
AND BUSINESS LEADERS' PERCEPTIONS ABOUT PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

. . . perceptions is ali there is. There is no reality as such. There is only 
perceived reality, the way each of us chooses to perceive a communication, the 
value of a service, the value of a particular feature, the quality of a product. The 

real is what we perceive (p. 71). 1 

L INTRODUCTION 

How can local schools be evaluated effectively? Two common evaluation techniques 
include (1) performance outcome measurements and (2) community perception 
measurements. Performance outcomes measured by the Tennessee State Department of 
Education, as reflected by the Tennessee Report Card, include student performance on 
state competency tests, student performance on ACT/SAT examinations, dropout rates, 
percentage of students continuing to postsecondary education, and graduation rate. 

Evaluating schools using perceptions are more difficult because perceptions are 
essentially judgments or opinions. While performance outcomes have quasi-norms of 
excellence for ACT/SAT scores or dropout rates, there are no prior benchmarks for 
mc&surwg perceptions. Whereas performance standards are quantitative in nature, 
perceptions are not How, then, can we use perception descriptors such as "very good" or 
"bad"? Notning is tall or short unless compared to another known entity. Thus, 
perception-based evaluation needs the additional processes of identifying attributes and 
developing appropriate benchmarks, so perception evaluation can be of educational value. 

How important are educational perceptions? Perceptions can influence public attitudes 
and eventually, decisions regarding local schools. How do teachers, principals, or parents 
formulate perceptions and evaluate their own schools' effectiveness? Experience suggests 
that perceptions are created through the informal process of conversations and observation. 
When developing perceptions, people rely on a combination of sources to term their own 

1 Peters, T. J., Austin, N. K. (1985) A passion for excellence. The leadership difference . New 
York: Random House, Inc. 



standards of acceptability. Perceptions are not limited by the available descriptors or 
educational standards. They exceed the specified norms and represent a balancing process 
using accumulated beliefs and knowledge. 

Collectively, perceptions might include past educational experiences, present 
educational philosophy, personal and community values, media-influenced knowledge, and 
conversations with other people. Although this process is relatively subjective and 
questionably linked to specific standards of educational excellence, community members 
form opinions and influence educational decisions based on their perceptions. Perceptions 
are an ongoing process-everyone has an opinion. Can this process be used to develop and 
promote important insights not otherwise, observed in the more conventional educational 
assessment process? 

Administrative and curriculum decisions are greatly influenced by the community's 
educational perceptions. Today's educational process relies heavily on this informal 
evaluation procedure. Parents, through school board elections or PTA meetings, influence 
school board members and school administrators. Students influence their peers, their 
parents, and other adults. The perception process implies an input diversity. Schools 
today are constantly evaluated by the greater community. 

How can school outcomes be evaluated by the perception process? The perception 
areas picked should be easily identifiable, educationally relevant, recognizable, and 
measurable. Publications such as A Nation At Risk or A Place Called School identified 
many specific educational outcomes. These educational outcome ss can be organized into 
three broad, non-discrete categories: academic, work-related, and personal. 

Most educational activities require that many educational outcomes be used 
simultaneously. For example, in a mathematics class, many educational outcomes other 
than mathematics are being taught contemporaneously. While students learn computational 
aspects of mathematics, they also learn reading, critical thinking listening, speaking, and 
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completing an assigned task. Not cheating on an exam or not copying another student's 
homework- ethical/moral outcomes- may also be taught in mathematics class. 

Metaphorically, educational outcomess are similar to a piece of fabric. Where the fabric 
represents the total educational process, different colored threads represent different 
educational outcomes. It is obvious when there is a snag in the fabric or a piece of colored 
thread is absent. Educational perceptions are similar-- where there are educational 
weaknesses, the layman and the professional intuitively suspect that something is wrong. 

a DESIGN 

A. MEASURING PERCEPTIONS 

Can we measure perceived educational strengths and weaknesses using perceptions and 
expectations? Expressed as a simple mathematical formula, expectations people have for 
their schools minus their perceptions of how well their schools are meeting those 
expectations equal a dissonance or dissatisfaction factor. Thus, 

Expectation - Performance = Dissonance 
(EX - PE = DI) 

A large difference between an outcome's perceived importance and the school's 
perceived performance of the outcome represents a large dissatisfaction rating or 
dissonance. Conversely, if two assessments have a small difference, the dissatisfaction is 
small. 

B. SCHOOL EFFECTIVENESS INVENTORY (SEI) 

The SEI 2 was developed to evaluate perceptions regarding 16 academic, work- 
related, and personal school outcomes. The six ACADEMIC outcomes evaluated include 
the following items [Students should be able to]: (1) Read and comprehend effectively (2) 

2 Bobbett, G.C, Henry, Kenneth, and French, Russell. A study of rural Appalachian high 
schools (1990), Appalachian Education Laboratory, Charleston, VW. 
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Write effectively (3) Perform mathematical calculations effectively (4) Speak 
effectively (5) Listen effectively, and (6) Think critically. The five WORK- 
RELATED outcomes evaluated include the following items [Students should be able to]: 
(1) Follow tasks to completion (2) Produce quality work (3) Work well under 
supervision (4) Contribute ideas or offer solutions, and (5) Possess ability to get 
along with others. The five PERSONAL outcomes evaluated include the following items 
[Students should be able to]: (1) Participate in community activities (2) Practice 
ethical/moral behavior (3) Maintain physical health (4) Participate in the Arts and 
related activities, and (5) Exhibit good grooming and dress appropriately. 

C. SL, ADMINISTRATION 

The SEI is a two-step evaluation (see Appendix A). Using a five-point Likert-type 
scale, par icipants indicate first each outcome's personal importance (expectation data), and 
second, how well these outcomes are taught in their school (performance data). 

To develop community standards for a school system, a representative cross section of 
participants must be identified Participants should be familiar with their local school 
system and have a vested interest in its educational excellence. Using these selection 
criteria, the unemployed vagrant, kindergarten child, or retired adult would not be picked to 
articulate the school's strengths and weaknesses. However, students, teachers, and 
business leaders should be familiar with and interested in their schools; students receive the 
education at the local school, teachers teach the educational outcomes, and business leaders 
use the finished product Hence, they are familiar with their school's strengths and 
weaknesses. 
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D. SCHOOL SELECTION 

From 46 rural county school districts in Appalachian Tennessee and 32 county and 16 
independent school districts in Appalachian Kentucky, the researchers identified and 
evaluated 12 "good" Appalachian rural school districts. The Kentucky Chief State School 
Officer identified six "good" districts which were used for the study. In Tennessee, the 
researchers chose six Tennessee districts based on their performance on five measures in 
the Tennessee Report Card ; student performance on state competency tests, ACT scores, 
dropout rate, percentage of students attending post-secondary institutions, and graduation 
rate. If the chosen district in either state contained more than one high school, the district 
superintendent agreed to choose the best high school in his or her district. 

The researchers administered the SEI to the following groups associated with each 
identified school: (1) students (ST) randomly selected in the 10th and 12th grade (2) 
teachers (TE), and (3) business leaders (BL). Business leaders consisted both of 
individual business proprietors and civic club members. Each school's mean scores for 
both expectation and performance data were assessed, and each school's mean scores 
difference was calculated. 

The SEI perceptions and performance outcomes (ACT/SAT, dropout rate, etc.) were 
collectively evaluated (Appendix B). The field of schools studied was narrowed from 12 to 
6 by evaluating the dissonance data (expectation minus performance) on a per y:hool basis- 
-individual outcomes or participant groups were not evaluated at this stage. 

The SEI was administered to 237 students, 158 teachers, and 64 business leaders in 
three Kentucky and three Tennessee rural Appalachian school districts. The mean scores 
for the 16 educational outcomes expectation areas and the three general outcome areas 
(academic (AC), work-related (WR). and fiejsflliai (PR) ) were evaluated. The 16 
outcomes and the participants such as (1) state (Kentucky and Tennessee), and (2) 
participant gr s (students, teachers, and business leaders), were also evaluated. 
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E. INTERNAL CONSISTENCY 

The Cronbach Alpha was used to esumate the internal consistency for both the 
expectation and performance SEI data for students, teachers, business leaders, and grand 
total population for the schools. The SEI's internal consistency for the grand total 
expectation part was high (+0.89), and the performance was even higher (+0.93). 

As Table 1 illustrates, the SEI's internal consistency for the grand total expectation part 
was high (0.882), and the performance was even higher (0.93). A small number of 
respondents omitted either the expectation or performance section. So, the "n" for 
students, teachers, business leaders or the grand total participants are smaller than the 
study's total sample (grand total: n=459). 



Table 1. Cronbach Alpha was used to analyze the SEI's Expectation and Performance 
data for students, teachers, business leaders, and total population; Appal achia 
Educational Laboratory, 1990. 



Participant 
Groups 



Expectation 



n 



Consistency 
(Cronbach a) 



Performance 

Consistency 

n (Cronbach a) 



Students 227 

Teachers 152 

Business Leaders 63 

Total 442 



.88 
.88 
.89 
.88 



220 
145 
61 
426 



.92 
.93 
.95 
.93 



m. FINDINGS 

The findings were grouped into five areas which include: (1) expectation analyses (2) 
performance analyses (3) dissonance analyses (4) z-scores analyses, and (5) analyses of 
variance (ANOVA) analyses. Mean scores, rankings, and z-scores for each of the 16 SEI 
educational outcomes were evaluated. F-scores (ANOVA/Scheffe) and t-scores compared 
participant groups. 



A. FINDINGS: EXPECTATION 

Mean expectation (importance) scores (sec Appendix C for detailes ) ranged from a low 
of 3.39 (arts: KY/BL) to a high of 4.91 (reading: TN/TE). Each outcome was ranked 
using 1 as the highest rank and 16 as the lowest rank. Reading (AC), producing quality 
work (WR), getting along (WR), and following task (WR)--three work-related outcomes 
and one academic outcome- had the highest rankings. Arts (PR), community activities 
(PR), offer ideas (WR), and work under supervision (WR)-two work-related outcomes 
and two personal outcomes-were ranked lowest Academic outcomes are relatively absent 
from both the top and bottom rankings. 

The mean ranks of totals for each of the three categories were compared. The academic 
and work-related categories had similar mean ranks ( X=7.5, 7.2, respectively) and were 
higher than the mean rank for the personal area ( X=l 1.0). 

With few exceptions ('iee Table 2), rankings of the 16 educational outcomes were 
similar. When one participant group ranked an outcome either high, medium, or low, other 
participant groups had similar educational expectations. There were two exceptions: 
ethicallmoral and grooming. Students ranked ethics/morals low (1 1th) but teachers and 
others ranked it high (2nd)-a difference of 9 rankings. The students ranked grooming 
high (4th) but the adults (teachers and business leaders) ranked it low (14th)--a difference 
of 10 rankings. 



Table 2 Expetations rankings for students, teachers, business leaders, and total, 
Appalachia Educational Laboratory, 1990. 





Students 


Teachers 


Business 


Total 


ACADEMIC 






Leaders 




1. Read 


1 


1 


1 


1 


2. Write 


9 


8 


9.5 


9 


3. Math 


7 


9 


6 


6 


4. Speak 


10 


11 


12 


12 


5. Listen 


8 


4 


7 


7 


6. Critical Thinking 


12 


6 


8 


10 


WORK-RELATED 










7. Follow Task 


5 


3 


4 


4 


8. Prod. Q. Work 


3 


5 


3 


2 


9. Under Super. 


13.5 


12 


13 


13 


10. Ideas 


13.5 


13.5 


11 


14 


11. Get along 


2 


7 


5 


3 


PERSONAL 










12. Community Act 


15 


16 


15 


15 


13. Ethical/moral 


11 


2 


2 


5 


14. Physical health 


6 


10 


9.5 


8 


15. Arts 


16 


15 


16 


16 


16. Grooming 


4 


14 


14 


11 



B. FINDINGS: PERFORMANCE 

Means scores for the performance data were calculated and evaluated for the SEI's 16 
educational outcomes and for each of the three general outcome areas (see Appendix D). 
The mean scores ranged from a high of 3.90 (produce quality work (WR): TO/ST) to a 
low of 2.82 (Critical Thinking (AC): KY/TE). Performance outcomes were ranked (see 
Appendix D). Getting along (WR), work under supervision (WR), reading (AC), and 
following task (WR)- -three work-related outcomes and one academic outcome-had the 
highest grand total rankings across respondent groups and states. Arts (PR), listening 
(AC), critical thinking (AC), and speaking (AC)-three academic outcomes and one 
personal outcome-- had the lowest rankings. 

The means for individual outcomes and categories were compared. The area work- 
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related received both the highest mean ( X=3.66) and the highest mean rank ( XRk=4.6) 
while academic and personal areas produced similar means ( X=3.44, 3.48, respectively) 
and rankings ( XRk=10.2, 10.4, respectively). 

The SEI rankings for the performance outcomes were consistent among participant 
groups; some were similar and others different. These similarities and differences were 
spread among the academic, work-related, and personal categories. The rankings for 
speaking (AC), listening (AC), critical thinking (AC), supervision (WR), ideas (WR), 
getting along (WR), ethics/moral (PR), and arts (PR) demonstrated ranking differences 
across groups of fewer than eight positions. The other eight outcomes demonstrated 
variations greater than eight ranking positions. The more exaggerated differences in ranking 
include reading (AC)(lst [KY/ST]-10th [KT/TE]), writing (AC)(2nd [TN/ST]-13th 
[KY/TE]), math (AC)(2.5th [KY/BL]-12th [TN/BL]), produce quality work (WR)(lst 
[ST/Total]-llth [KY/TE]), community activity (PR)(5th [KY/TE]- 16th [TN/ST]), 
physical health (PR)(lst [TN/BL]- 13.5th [KY/BL]), and grooming (PR)(2.5th [KY/TE]- 
15th [BL/Total]). 

The mean score rankings for each of the three areas were evaluated Work-related 
outcomes ranked higher than academic and personal outcomes. 

C. FINDINGS: DISSONANCE 

The dissonance data represent the differences between the perceived importance and 
perceived performance (expectation minus performance data). The dissonance data (see 
Appendix E) includes the means and rankings for the SEI's 16 educational outcomes, and 
the means and mean ranks for the three general outcome areas. The mean dissonance 
scores ranged from a high of 1.94 (Listening: KY/TE) to a low of 0.21 (Arts: KY/ST). 
Generally, students rated performance closest to importance, teachers perceived the largest 
difference, and business leaders were in the middle. 
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The SEI outcomes with the highest dissonance mean scores (mean expectation minus 
mean performance) and highest rankings linking 1-4)) were listening (AC), reading 
(AC), critical thinking (AC), and ethics/morals (PRV- three academic and one personal 
outcome. The outcomes with the lowest dissonance and highest ranks were community 
activity (PR), under supervision (WR), arts (PR), and ideas (WR)--two personal and 
two work-related outcomes. 

The rankings were analyzed by participant groups. The seven outcomes with a ranking 
range of nine or more included writing (AC), math (AC), speaking (AC), critical 
thinking (AC), getting along (WR), physical health (PR), and grooming (PR)--four 
academic, one work-related, and two personal. The SEI's other nine outcomes had a 
smaller ranking difference (nine or less) between participant groups. 

The mean ranks for each of the three general outcome areas were compared. The 
academic mean ranking ( XRk=4.83) was higher than either work-related or personal 
( X=10.0, 1 1.4, respectively). This existed for all participant groups-students, teachers, 
and business leaders. 

Participant group dissonance data were evaluated. When the Kentucky and Tennessee 
students dissonance data were compared (see Appendix F-l and F-2), all 16 outcomes 
were less that 1.0 in both states. Arts (PR) had the lowest mean dissonance ( X=0.21) 
and grooming (PR) had the highest mean dissonance ( X=0.94), with a dissonance range 
of 0.71. Kentucky students had the smallest dissonance for 10 outcomes, and Tennessee 
students for 6 outcomes. When the Kentucky and Tennessee teacher dissonance data were 
compared, Listening (AC) had the highest mean dissonance in both states ( X=1.94) and 
community activity (PR) had the lowest mean dissonance ( X«0.52), with a dissonance 
range of 1.42. Also, 22 of the 32 Kentucky and Tennessee teacher dissonance outcomes 
were larger than 1.0. The Kentucky teachers had the highest dissonance for 14 of 16 
outcomes. The Kentucky and Tennessee business leaders dissonance outcomes were 
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evaluated Reading (AC) and community activity (PR) had the largest dissonance in both 
states ( X=1.35), under supervision ( X=0.38) and arts ( X=0.39) had the smallest 
dissonance, with a range of 0.97. Kentucky business leaders had the largest dissonance 
for nine outcomes and Tennessee business leaders hs<* the largest for seven. Student 
teacher, and business leader SEI data were grouped by state. The largest dissonance was 
speaking ( X=1.40) (AC) and the smallest was community activity ( X=0.35) (PR), with 
a range of 1.0S. Every Kentucky dissonance outcome was larger that the Tennessee 
outcome. 

D. FINDINGS: Z-SCORE 

After developing mean rankings for each of the 16 SEI items on both scores 
(importance, performance), z-scores were used to evaluate the differences between the 
grand total mean score for the expectation, performance, and dissonance data. As Figure 1 
illustrates, the greatest dissonance in the form of deviation from the mean rank was 
produced in four academic and one personal areas. The four academic areas (reading, 
speaking, listening, and critical thinking) were about one standard deviation above the 
mean of the grand total mean scores. Ethics/morals, ranked 4th, was the sole exception to 
the four academic outcomes. Furthermore, the four lowest z-scores (least dissonance in 
rankings) were work-related or personal educational outcomes (community activity, 
under supervision, arts, ideas), and were approximately oik* and a half standard 
deviations below the mean of the grand total mean «oores. 
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0 


2/EX/GT 




Z/PE/GT 


■ 


Z/DVGT 



Educational Skills 

Figure 1 Z-score analyses used to evaluate the SEI item's Grand Total (GT) Expectation, 
(EX), Performance (PE), and Dissonance (DI) mean outcomes. 



E. SIMILARITIES AND DIFFERENCES AMONG PARTICIPANT 
GROUPS. 

The ANOVA was used to compare the similarities and differences among 
the participant groups. 

The ANOVA was used to compare the expectations among students, teachers and 
business leaders in the Kentucky's and Tennessee's school communities. The Scheffe F- 
test identified the differences. The t-test was used to compare Kentucky and Tennessee 
participant groups. 
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1. Expectation Analyses 

The ANOVA was used to compare the mean expectation differences between students, 
teachers and business leaders for Kentucky and Tennessee participant groups. Table 3 
illustrates that the largest ANOVA F- score for Kentucky was ethics/moral, the largest F- 
scores for Tennessee were listening, math, and ethics/morals, and the largest F-scores 
for Kentucky and Tennessee collectively were reading, math, listen, critical thinking, and 
ethics/morals~-foui academic and one personal outcomes. 

Kentucky students and teachers had significantly different academic expectations 
on four academic outcomes (read, write, listen, and critical thinking) and two personal 
outcomes (ethics/moral, grooming). In Tennessee, students and teachers were 
significantly different on five academic outcomes (read, write, math, listen, and critical 
thinking), all work-related outcomes, and three personal outcomes (ethics/morals, 
physical health, and arts). When evaluating the grand totals, the students were 
significantly different from the teachers on all academic outcomes, all work-related 
outcomes except forgetting along, and one personal outcome (ethics/morals). 

Kentucky students and business leaders were significantly different for three 
personal outcomes (ethics/morals, arts, and grooming), but in Tennessee, there were no 
significant differences between students and business leaders. From a grand total 
perspective, students were significantly different for one academic outcorr*; (math) and 
two personal outcomes (ethics/morals and grooming). 

Kentucky teachers and business leaders were not significantly different on any 
outcome; however, in Tennessee, they were significantly different on two -demic 
outcomes (listen and critical thinking), one work-related outcome (produce quality work) 
and one personal outcome (physical health). Collectively, teachers and business leaders 
were significantly different on four academic outcomes (write, speak, listen, and critical 
thinking) and one personal outcome (arts). Students were significantly different from 
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teachers twice as much as they were from business leaders or as teachers were from 
business leaders. 

The t-test was used to compare Kentucky and Tennessee participant groups. Kentucky 
and Tennessee participant groups were significantly different on five academic outcomes 
(read, write, math, listening, and critical thinking), one work-related outcome (ideas), 
and three personal outcomes (community activity, physical health, and arts). Kentucky 
and Tennessee participant groups were significantly different for 9 of 16 educational 
outcomes~4 academic, 1 work-related, and 3 personal. 
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Table 3 The SIE expectation data for Kentucky (KY) and Tennessee (TN) high school 
students (ST), teachers (TE), and business leaders (BL) representing "good" 
rural Appalachian high schools. 





F-test 


F-test 


F-test 


t-test 




KY 


TN 


GT 


KY/TN 




ST/TE/BL 


ST/TE/BL 


ST/TE/BL 


P 


OUTCOMES 










Academic 










1 Read 


4.344 * 1 


8.600* 1 


11.678 * 1 


.0097 * 


2 Write 


4.323 * 1 


6.299 * 1 


10.404 * 1, 3 


.0085 * 


3 Math 


2.839 


11.924 * 1 

mm A • OT ■ m 


14.009 * 1, 2 


.0001 * 


4 Speak 


2.924 


4.552 


5.805 * 1,3 


.1221 


5 Listen 


5.549 * 1 


13.030 * 1, 3 


17.839 * 1,3 


.0255 * 


6 Critical Thinking 


5.388 * 1 


8.403 * 1. 3 


14 295 * 1. 3 


0410 * 


Work-related 










7 Follow Task 


2.276 


9.626 * 1 


10.932 * 1 


0597 


8 Prod Q. Work 


.237 


4.024 * 1 


3.257 * 1 


.0810 


9 Under suner 


335 

» mf aJ mJ 


9 075 * 1 3 


5 654 * 1 


0747 


10 Ideas 


2.083 


3.187*1 


5.437 * 1 


.0471 * 




.124 


1.427 * 1 






Personal 










12 Community act 


2.220 


.626 


2.025 


.0198 * 


13 Ethical/moral 


12.974* 1,2 


11.525 * 1 


24.696 * 1,2 


.1306 


14 Physical health 


1.298 


5.276 * 1, 3 


2.976 * 


.0118 * 


15 Arts 


3.455 * 2 


3.701 * 1 


4.088 * 3 


.0036 ** 


16 Grooming 


7.169*1,2 


1.518 


4.592 * 2 


.0665 


Total: l's=ST v. TE 


6 


13 


11 




Scheffe 2*s=ST v. BL 


3 


0 


3 




3's=TE v. BL 


0 


4 


5 




Total/t-test 








9 


* p£.05 (ANOVA, t-test) 


Scheffe, /?£.05: 1 =ST v. TE 






** p£.0l t-test) 




2=ST v. BL 








3=TE v. BL 







2. Performance data 

The ANOVA was used to compare the performance differences among the students, 

it 

teachers, and business leaders for Kentucky and Tennessee participant groups. Table 4 
illustrates that the largest ANOVA F-scores for Kentucky were writing and producing 
quality work, the largest for Tennessee were critical thinking and arts, and the largest for 




the Tennessee and Kentucky collectively were critical thinking, producing quality work, 
and writing. 

Kentucky students were significantly different from teachers on four academic 
outcomes (read, write, speak, critical thinking) and one work-related outcome {produce 
quality work). Tennessee students were significantly different from teachers for all six 
academic outcomes, two work-related outcomes (follow task, produce quality work), and 
one personal outcome (arts). When evaluating the grand totals, the students were 
significantly different from the teachers on all six academic outcomes, two work-related 
outcomes (follow task, produce quality work) and one personal outcome (arts). 

There was no significant difference on any outcome between Kentucky students and 
business leaders. Tennessee students and business leaders were significantly different 
on one academic outcome (math) and one personal outcome (arts). The arts was the only 
outcome where students and business leaders were significantly different on a grand total 
basis. 

There was no significant difference between Kentucky students and business leaders or 
between teachers and business leaders for any educational outcome. Tennessee's 
teachers and business leaders were significantly different on one academic outcome 
(critical thinking), while on a grand total perspective, they were significantly different on 
two academic outcomes (speak, critical thinking). 

Generally, students were significantly different from teachers three times more often 
than students and business leaders or teachers and business leaders differed. Kentucky, 
Tennessee and grand total ANOVA F- scores were similar within each outcome area. 

When using the t-test to compare Kentucky and Tennessee participants for each of the 
16 outcomes, 10 of the 16 outcomes were significantly different : 5 academic, 4 work- 
related, and 1 personal. 
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Table 4 



The SIE performance data for Kentucky (KY) and Tennessee (TN) high school 
students (ST), teachers (TE), and business leaders (BL) representing "good" 
rural Appalachian high schools. 





F-test 




F-test 


F-test 


t-test 




KY 




TN 


GT 


KY/TN 




ST/TE/BL 




ST/TE/BL 


ST/TIVBL 


p 


OUTCOMES 












Academic 












1 Read 


9.091 * 


1 


2.840 * 1 


10.657 * 1 


.0255 * 


2 Write 


12.287 * 


1 


9.855 * 1 


20.485 * 1 


.0008 ** 


3 Math 


2.393 




5.531*1,2 


5.875 * l 


.0018 ** 


A fi 1 

4 Speak 


4.968 * 


1 


3.574 * 1 


7.189 * 1, 3 


.0321 * 


5 Listen 


2.908 




5.735 * 1 


7.700 * 1 


.0010 ** 


6 Critical Thinking 


7.082 * 


1 


14.975 * 1, 3 


20.962 * 1, 3 


.0770 


Work-related 












7 Follow Task 


3.599 




6.131 * 1 


8.823 * 1 


.0264 * 


8 Prod. Q. Work 


12.085 * 


1 


9.686 * l 


20.871 * 1 


.0217 * 


9 Under super. 


.359 




.180 


.400 


.0521 


10 Ideas 


.789 




2.548 


2.762 


.0284 * 


11 Getting along 


.655 




.270 


.234 


.0321 * 


Personal 












12 Community act 


.042 




3.362 


1.608 


.2501 


13 Ethical/moral 


1.487 




.000 


.630 


.0661 


14 Physical health 


.932 




2.909 


.835 


.0019 ** 


15 Arts 


1.891 




12.201 * l, 2 


11.967 * 1,2 


.1722 


16 Grooming 


2.024 




.954 


2.362 


.4003 


Total: l's=ST v. TE 


e 




9 


9 




Scheffee 2's=ST v. BL 


0 




2 


1 




3's=TE v. BL 


0 




1 


2 




Total/t-test 










10 



* p<,.05 (ANOVA, t-test) Scheffe, p£.05: l=STv. TE 
** (t-test) 2=3T v. BL 

3=TE v. BL 



IV. CONCLUSIONS 
A. Participant groups had similar educational expectations, and academic 
and work-related outcomes were more important than personal outcomes. 

The SEI's 16 academic outcome areas for students, teachers, and others were ranked 
similarly. There was generally little difference between one participant group's outcome 
mean score or rankings and another participant group (ix. »±2 difference). That is, 



9 

ERIC 



19 



17 



when one participant group ranked an outcome high, the other also ranked it high (see 
Appendix Q. 

Since academic and work-related outcomes have similar mean ranks and are higher than 
the personal outcome area, the participant groups have opinions regarding the importance 
of certain educational outcomes. The participants realized that education should serve 
multiple purposes. First, education should develop a variety of educational outcomes such 
as math, reading, etc. Second, from a value-added perspective, students need productive 
jobs after graduation. Consequently, these educational outcomes should relate to the 
practical world of "making a living." 

Interestingly, respondent groups demonstrated greatest differences in the importance 
they assigned to personal development areas. Where teachers and business leaders (adults) 
ranked ethics/morals high, students ranked it low, and where students ranked grooming 
high, adults ranked it low. 

B . Although school performance outcomes appear similar (ACT/SAT, 
dropout rate), participant groups perceived their school's performance 
differently. 

When the schools were initially selected, there were only small differences from school 
to school in ACT/SAT scores, dropou: rates, and percentages of students pursuing a post- 
secondary education. However, SEI scores do not demonstrate the same similarity. 
Where one group ranked a outcome high, another ranked it medium, and another low. On 
an individual outcome basis, each participant group perceived the performance outcomes 
differently. 

Although there existed a wide range in performance ranking among praticipant groups 
for many SEI areas; each participant group seemed to evaluate its school's strengths (i.e., 
consistency within goups) and weaknesses differently (i.e., differences between groups). 
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Generally, participant groups in each state ranked outcome areas similarly: students from 
Tennessee were similar to students in Kentucky, teachers similar to other teachers, and 
business leaders were similar to business leaders in the other state. 

Further, each participant group—students, teachers, or business leaders- had different 
viewpoints regarding specific outcomes. Possibly age, gender, or occupation influenced 
their perception of the school's performance. Did each group have a different educational 
agenda? Each participant group's involvement in the educational process (or unique 
vantage point regarding what is or is not taught) possibly influenced their perception of the 
school's performance. 

C . Students, teachers, and business leaders perceive that academic 
outcomes, along with ethics/ morals, need more emphasis in the school 
system. 

It appears that many people in rural Appalachia relate their living conditions and social 
problems to their educational system-more specifically, to the academic outcomes 
identified in the SEI. Also, the media often compare the academic outcomes of 
Appalachian students with other regions of the country and relates the area's deficient 
fundamental academic outcomes with the reality of living in a monetarily depressed region. 
The researchers noted that the rural Appalachian populace often assumed that academic 
outcome improvement produces a higher standard of living. 

Four of the five outcomes with the largest mean difference between expectation and 
performance SEI item data were academic outcomes- listening, reading, critical thinking, 
and speaking. Students, teachers, and business leaders desire stronger academic 
programs. Note that the work-related and personal categories generated similar but 
dramatically different differences between expectations and performance. 

The SEI item Ethics/morals was the sole non-academic item that was perceived as 
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needing improvement When comparing students', teachers', and business leaders' 
expectations, ethics/morals reflected the largest non-academic dissonance. In particular, 
ethics/morals had the highest dissonance among business leaders. Apparently, business 
leaders are greatly concerned about the ethical/moral values individuals bring to the 
workplace. Perhaps they agree with the analyses of Francis Schaeffer and Edward 
Gibbon: 

Edward Gibbon (1737-1794) in his Decline and Fall of the Roman Empire 
(1776-1788) said that the following five attributes marked Rome at its end: (1) a 
mounting love of show and luxury (that is, affluence); (2) a widening gap 
between the very rich and the very poor (this could be among countries in the 
family of nations as well as in a single nation); (3) an obsession with sex; (4) 
freakishness in the arts, masquerading as originality, and enthusiasms pretending 
.o be creativity; and (5) an increased desire to live off the state. It all sounds so 
familiar. We have come a long road . . . and we are back in Rome. (p. 226) 

D. Students differ significantly from teachers and business leaders in their 
perceptions of what schools should be doing and what they are currently 
doing. 

Collectively, students have significantly different expectation values for both academic 
and work-related outcomes. Five of the six academic outcomes were ranked differently by 
students, and three of the five personal outcomes received different ratings and rankings. 
Again, age, experience and perceptions of the role of education appear to influence 
responses generally. 

E. The teachers appear to be the most dissatisfied, and students appear to 
be the most satisfied with education. 

The teachers had twice as much dissatisfaction with the 16 SEI outcomes than did 
students, and business leaders had 50% more dissatisfaction than did students. In 
addition, Kentucky students were less satisfied than Tennessee students (12 to 4 SEI 
outcomes, respectively), but the Kentucky and Tennessee teachers (14 to 2, respectively) 
and business leaders (9 to 7, respectively) were the more satisfied 
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Teachers are the professionally trained adults directly responsible for teaching the 
students the educational outcomes. They are the participant group that has specialized 
insights that students and business leaders do not have. Posibly, teachers can see the total 
educational spectrum while students and business leaders do not 

F. Educational expectations and values vary somewhat from state to state, 
and from participant group to participant group. 

When responses of Kentucky and Tennessee participants were compared, the mean 
outcomes were significantly different for 9 of 16 expectation outcomes, and 10 of 16 
performance outcomes. 

While these differences are not surprising, they pose interesting issues and questions. 
Because people in American society are now highly mobile, a student can graduate form 
school in one state, but live and work in another. What are the implications of significantly 
different educational values from state to state for that individual? To what extent can 
American society accept and accommodate these differences? What responsibility do 
business leaders and educators have to engage in dialogue about educational ends and 
means beyond state boundaries? 
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APPENDIX A 



SCHOOL EFFECTIV] 



1 INVENTORY 



The following survey it past of a research project to iden tify excellent high schools in the 
Appalachian regjiojis of Kfftmicfcy aod *HBDflcasce« Your responses to the Items in this swey will 
play i key rote bp the ocsnptorion of this tapowottowch. Thank you for your participation. 



The following item we intended to detsmiue what yon feel is important for your high 
school to do and how wen year high Kbool it ptrfanniM in relation to what you fed Uliroa 
Notice that there are two scales foflcwiiig each item m the survey. On the first scale [A] fin in the 
box that best fits your opinions* to the importance of the tan. Oo the second scale [B] fill in the 
box that best fits your opinion as to bow well your high school is performing in relation to the item. 



Items 



Students should se obit to: 



Personal Importance 
Least Most 



1 2 3 



B 

Local High School 
Poor Excellent 



1 2 3 4 5 



Academic 



1. Read and c omp reh en d 
effectively 

2. Write effectively 

3. Handle mathematical 
calculations effectively 

4. Speak effectively 

5. Listen effectively 

6. Think critically 



o o o o o 

o o o o o 
o o o o o 



o o o 
o o o 
o o o 



o o 
o o 
o o 



O O O 00 

o o o oo 
o o o oo 

o o o oo 
o o o oo 
o o o oo 



Work 



7. Follow tasks to 
completion 

8. Produce quality work 

9. Work well under 
supervision 

10. Contribute ideas or offer 
solutions 

11. Possess ability to get 
along with others 



o o o 

o o o 
o o o 

o o o 

o o o 



o o 

o o 
o o 

o o 
o o 



o o o oo 

o o o oo 
o o o oo 

o O O 00 

o o o oo 



Personal 



12. Participate in community 
activities 

13. Practice ethical /moral 
behavior 

14. Maintain physical health 

15. Participate in the Arts and 
related activities 

16. Exhibit good grooming 
sod ill css fl ppro priitt cly 



o o o 
o o o 

o o o 
o o o 



o o 
o o 

o o 
o o 



o o o o o 



o o o oo 

o O O 00 

O O O 00 
O O O OO 

O O o oo 



If you would Hke to make further comments converniiigK^ high school, please do so in the 



?4 



[Stwlcau 



School 


ID 


N 


.. X 


- Jf - 


_2fcX 


RK 


PTHS) 


ID 


N 


X 


1L, 


XrY 


-RK 


PTC 151 


TNI 




35 


4.4a 


3.79 


a69 


1 


15.00 


2 


22 


437 


3.43 


1.15 


3 


10.00 


TN2 




52 


4.44 


3.74 


0.70 


33 


8.75 


5 


27 


441 


326 


1.15 


6 


7.50 


TN3 


3 


39 


4.25 


3.74 


asi 


33 


8.75 


5 


42 


436 


330 


1.06 


1 


15.00 


TN4 




40 


424 


338 


a66 


5 


5.00 


3 


59 


436 


3.48 


1.07 


2 


12.50 


TN5 


1 


45 


4.16 


337 


a?9 


2 


1Z50 


2 


32 


440 


3.19 


120 


4.5 


5.00 


TN6 




41 


425 


342 


0.83 


6 


230 




44 


442 


3.19 


1.23 


43 


230 


Total 


4.00 


It* 


2533 


21.64 


419 






17.00 


22400 


2492 


13.67 


443 






Mean 


0.67 


4L50 


430 


3.61 


0170 






2*3 


37.67 


449 


3.42 


1.11 






KYI 


9 


37 


4.00 


323 


0.77 


4 


7.50 




27 


436 


3.38 


1.18 


4 


7.50 


KY2 


10 


28 


4.09 


3.41 


0.67 


2 


12.50 


1 


27 


4.60 


2.84 


1.77 


6 


2.50 


KY3 


2 


46 


435 


3.93 


0.44 


1 


15.00 


J 


13 


448 


3.69 


0.79 


1 


10.00 


KY4 


7 


16 


4.18 


3.46 


0.72 


3 


10.00 


4 


6 


424 


3.38 


0.86 


3 


1230 


KY5 


1 


50 


439 


338 


Q.82 


5 


5.00 


1 


27 


4.44 


3.61 


0.83 


2 


15.00 


KY6 


2 


40 


4.18 


331 


0.87 


6 


2.50 




22 


438 


2.91 


1.68 


5 


5.00 


ToUl 


31.00 


217.00 


25J5 


20.91 


428 






7.00 


122.00 


2490 


19.80 


7.11 






Mean 


5.17 


3*17 


420 


3.49 


0L71 






1.17 


2433 


448 


330 


1.18 







£1 PHfl act map) dr mm pss pr(5) gr pt(1Q) 



TNI 


1 


18 


429 


3.68 


O60 


2 


1667 


79.00 


0.85 


1840 


4.99 


11.60 


1.65 


47.00 


2 .10 


97.00 


730 


5475 


TS2 




6 


467 


427 


0.40 


1 


20.00 


8100 


231 


19.90 


10.00 


930 


4.99 


70,00 


439 


97.00 


730 


65.83 


TN3 




17 


437 


320 


1.17 


4 


iaoi 


89.00 


5.00 


19.70 


8.33 


935 


6.66 


60,00 


3.34 


91.00 


332 


0441 


TN4 


7 


35 


437 


3.44 


093 


3 


1334 


80,00 


1.68 


19.10 


&66 


9.90 


332 


70.00 


4.59 


98.00 


10.00 


57.09 


TN5 


12 


34 


439 


2.94 


1.44 


6 


3.35 


83.00 


334 


1740 


332 


720 


8.33 


47.00 


2.10 


N/A 


165 


3939 


TN6 




10 


432 


3.10 


1.22 


5 


6,68 


87.00 


4.17 


1720 


1.65 


7.10 


10.00 


40.00 


0.85 


93.00 


4.99 


3334 


Total 


20 


120 


2441 


20.63 


5.76 






50400 


1735 


UL7f 


3495 


5465 


3495 


33400 


1737 


07400 


3400 


31401 


M 


34933 


20 


440 


3.44 


496 






8333 
** 


2-92 


1462 


403 


9JU 




5167 


2-93 


9520 


533 


5230 



KYI 




4 


442 


3.47 


0.95 


1 


20.00 


5504 


231 


23.00 


10.00 


1.00 


10.00 


74.00 


4.17 


99.00 


10.00 


71.68 


KY2 


2 


19 


4.19 


322 


0.97 


2 


16.67 


55.18 


334 


1760 


6.66 


4.10 


4.99 


45.00 


1.68 


80.00 


332 


51.66 


KY3 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


5.5 


502 


56.92 


5.00 


18.80 


833 


230 


8.33 


93.00 


5.00 


92.00 


6.66 


6334 


KY4 


6 


12 


438 


3.33 


1.25 


3 


13.34 


55.76 


4.17 


N/A 


1.65 


3,70 


6.66 


N/A 


0.85 


N/A 


1.65 


50.82 


KY5 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


N/A 


5.5 


5.02 


4638 


0.85 


13.00 


3.32 


430 


1.65 


50.00 


231 


93.00 


833 


41.68 


KY6 




3 


4.75 


335 


140 


4 


10.01 


5230 


1.68 


1730 


4.99 


4.40 


3.32 


65.00 


334 


90.00 


4.99 


35.83 


Total 


8 


30 


17.94 


1337 


457 






331.78 


1735 


09 JO 


3495 


2420 


3495 


327.00 


1735 


45400 


3495 


315.00 


Mean 


2 


93 


449 


334 


1.14 






53.63 


2.93 


17 JO 


453 


337 


533 


6440 


2.93 


9480 


533 


5230 



> 



a 

OB 



Incomplete Dau (ID) 
Number (N) 
Expectation (X) 
Performance (Y) 
X»kuiY(X-Y) 

PWtffffT) 



Student Performance competency test (CD 
Assigned points (PT) 
ACT icons (ACT) 
Drop out rate (DR) 

Pcrcrauge of students going oo to post- secondary school (PSS) 
Graduation Rate <GR) 

Total Points fTO 



* % patting both taogusgeAnfcb TN fruit Skill* test 
Weighted Me* score of KY Essential Skill* (KEST) 
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APPENDIX C 

EXPECTATIONS 
MEAN SCORES 



Students Teachers Business Leaden State GT 



STOT.T.q 


KY 


TN 


Total KY 


TN 




TN 




TN 




Academic 


























1 Read 


4.55 


4.75 


4.64 


4.91 


4.91 


4.91 


4.87 


4.73 


4.78 


4.81 


4.68 


4.75 


2 Write 


4.15 


4.41 


4.29 


4.61 


4.64 


4.63 


4.17 


434 


4.28 


4.48 


431 


4.41 


3 Math 


4.44 


4.40 


4.42 


A OI\ 

4.80 


4.62 


4.61 


4.39 


4.56 


A ESI 

4.00 


A KA 

4.50 


4.23 


4.49 


4 ope&K 


4. IP 


4.39 


4.28 


4.56 


A KO 


4.54 


430 


A IT 

4.17 


4.22 


4.40 


4.81 


A OC 

4.36 


5 Listen 


4.16 


4.42 


4.30 


4.82 


4.75 


4.78 


4.30 


4.49 


4.42 


4.55 


4.40 


4.48 


6 Critical Think. 


4.15 


432 


4.24 


4.66 


4.66 


4.66 


4.17 


438 


4.30 


4.45 


4.32 


439 


Work-relate 5 


























7 Follow Task 


432 


4.56 


i iff 

4.45 


A QA 

4.84 


4.74 


A TO 


A KfJ 

4.57 


4.59 


A CD 

4.58 


4.62 


4.52 


4.58 


A P**\r4 & WrvrV 


A 


A A1 


4.53 


4.75 




4.70 


4.52 


A 


4.59 


4.64 


A KK 
4.00 


A Bf\ 


9 Under super. 


3.96 


4.24 


4.11 


4.55 


4.31 


4.41 


3.95 


434 


4.20 


438 


4.13 


4.23 


10 Ideas 


4.02 


4.19 


4.11 


4.36 


4.41 


4.39 


4.17 


437 


4.23 


4.28 


4.15 


4.22 


U Get along 


4.49 


4.64 


4.57 


4.67 


4.64 


4.65 


4.44 


4.59 


4.53 


4.63 


4.54 


4.59 


rersonal 


























12 Community act. 


3.67 


3.87 


3.77 


3.85 


3.89 


3.87 


3.78 


4.20 


4.05 


3.93 


3.74 


3.85 


13 Ethical/moral 


450 


4.31 


4.26 


4.85 


4.80 


4.82 


4.52 


4.66 


4.61 


434 


4.45 


4.50 


14 Physical health 


454 


4.58 


4.42 


4.63 


4.50 


4.55 


4.09 


4.39 


4.28 


4.52 


435 


4.45 


15 Arts 


3.43 


3.94 


3.71 


3.90 


3.90 


3.90 


339 


3.49 


3.45 


3.86 


3.58 


3.74 


16 Grooming 


4.32 


4.62 


4.48 


4.39 


4.32 


4.35 


4.00 


452 


4.14 


4.45 


431 


4.39 


n b 


111 


126 


237 


67 


91 


158 


28 


41 


64 


258 


201 


459 


AREA 








Mean 


















Academic 


4.3 


4.4 


4.4 


4.7 


4.7 


4.7 


4.4 


4.4 


4.4 


4.5 


4.4 


4.5 


Work-related 


4.2 


4.4 


4.4 


4.6 


4.6 


4.6 


43 


4.5 


4.4 


4.5 


4.4 


4.4 


Personal 


4.0 


4.3 


4.1 


43 


43 


4.3 


4.0 


43 


4.1 


43 


4.1 


4.2 


Academic 








RANK 

















1 Read 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1 


2 Write 


11 


8 


9 


9 


7.5 


8 


10 


ir.5 


9.5 


10 


9 


9 


3 Math 


3 


9 


7 


10 


9 


9 


6 


6 


6 


12 


8 


6 


4 Speak 


10 


10 


10 


11 


10 


11 


7.5 


15 


12 


9 


12 


12 


5 Listen 


9 


7 


8 


4 


3 


4 


7.5 


7 


7 


6 


5 


7 


6 Critical Think. 


12 


11 


12 


7 


6 


6 


10 


9 


8 


8 


10 


10 


Work-related 


























7 Follow Task 


6 


6 


5 


3 


4 


3 


2 


4.5 


4 


4 


4 


4 


8 Prod. Q. Work 


4 


4 


3 


5 


5 


5 


3.5 


3 


3 


2 


2 


2 


9 Under super. 


14 


13 


13.5 


12 


14 


12 


14 


10.5 


13 


13 


13 


13 


10 Ideas 


13 


14 


13.5 


14 


12 


13 


10 


12 


11 


14 


14 


14 


11 Get along 


2 


2 


2 


6 


7.5 


7 


5 


4.5 


5 


3 


3 


3 


Personal 


























12 Community act. 


15 


16 


15 


16 


16 


16 


15 


14 


15 


15 


15 


15 


13 Ethical/moral 


8 


12 


11 


2 


2 


1 


3.5 


2 


2 


5 


6 


5 


14 Physical health 


7 


5 


6 


8 


11 




12 


8 


9.5 


7 


7 


8 


15 Arts 


16 


15 


16 


15 


15 




16 


16 


16 


16 


16 


16 


16 Grooming 


5 


3 


4 


13 


13 


14 


13 


13 


14 


11 


11 


11 


AREA 






Mean Rank for each area 














Academic 


7.7 


7.7 


7.8 


7.0 


6.1 


6.5 


7.0 


8.1 


7.3 


7.7 


7.5 


7.5 


Work-related 


7.8 


7.8 


7.4 


8.0 


8.5 


8.0 


3.9 


6.9 


7.2 


7.2 


7.2 


7.2 


Personal 


10.2 


10.2 


10.4 


10.8 


11.4 


11.4 


11.9 


10.6 


113 


10.8 


11.0 


11.0 
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APPENDIX D 



PERFORMANCE 
MEAN SCORES 



Students Teachers Business leaders State GT 



SKILLS 


KY 


TN 


Total KY 


TN 


Total KY 


TN 


Total KY 




TN 




































3 86 


3 89 


3 87 3 18 

W t W » ViAV 


3.62 


3.43 


3.52 


3 74 


3.66 


3.60 




3 77 

W.I I 




w.ww 


2 Write 


3.69 


3.94 


3.83 2.91 


3.39 


3.19 


3.39 


3.62 


3.53 


3.40 




3.70 




3.57 


3 Math 


3.61 


3.94 


3.78 3.26 


3.61 


O A'9 

3.4/ 


3.52 


3.49 


3.50 


d.49 




3.75 




3.64 


4 Speak 


3.41 


3.53 


3.47 2.93 


3.21 


3.09 


3.35 


3.56 


3.48 


3.24 




3.42 




3.34 


5 Listen 


3.29 


3.69 


3.50 2.88 


3.19 


3.06 


3.26 


3.44 


3.37 


3.15 




3.48 




3.33 


6 Critical Think. 


3.48 


3.72 


3.61 2.82 


2.93 


2.88 


3.39 


3.51 


3.47 


3.25 




3.41 




3.34 


Work-related 




























7 Follow Task 


3.72 


3.94 


3.84 3.33 


3.48 


3.42 


3.26 


3.62 




O CA 

3.54 




3,73 




3.64 


8 Prod. Q. Work 


3.85 


3.95 


3.90 3.06 


3.41 


3.26 


3.39 


3.72 


3.60 


3.53 




3.72 




3.64 


9 Under suner 


3.70 


3.82 


3.76 3.57 


3.75 


3.67 


3.57 


3.82 


3.73 


3.64 




3.79 




3.73 


10 Ideas 


3.51 


3.74 


3.63 3.30 


3.48 


3.41 


3.35 


3.44 


3.41 


3.42 




3 60 

W.WW 




3,52 


1 1 Get alonff 


3.65 


S 79 


3.73 3.73 


3.85 


3.80 


3.44 


392 


3.74 


3.65 




3 83 

W .WW 




3 75 

W« I %J 






























1 0 Pl/ymfttiinitv ft^t 

a<£i V/VlAiili Will fcjr hLvi 


3 33 

W.WW 


3 46 


3.40 3.33 


3.19 


3.25 


3.26 


3 66 

W . w 


3.51 


3.33 




3.39 




3 36 

W.WW 


13 Ethical/moral 


3 52 

W *w*# 


3 55 

W *WW 


3.54 3.27 


3.55 


3.43 


3.17 


3 55 


3.41 


3.40 




3.55 




3 48 


Id PTivsicfll VioRlfVi 

It A 1 ljf 01W»i 4U?4s4wss 


3 52 

W »%Jmd 


3 85 


3.69 3.52 


3.58 


3.55 


3.17 


3.95 


3.66 


3.48 




3.77 




3 64 

w. sfm 


15 Arts 


3 22 


3 54 


3.39 2.88 


2.83 


2.85 


3.00 


2 85 


2.90 


3.08 




3.18 




3 14 


1 A f*rtv>mi nor 


3 65 


3 68 


3.67 3.57 


3.52 


3.54 


3.13 


3 46 


3.34 


3.56 




3.59 




3 5& 




111 


126 


237 67 


91 


108 


23 


41 


64 


258 




201 




459 


ARE/* 






Mean 






















Academic 


3.56 


3.79 


3.68 3.00 


3.32 


3.19 


3.41 


3.56 


3.50 


3.35 




3.59 




3 48 


Wo rk*MiLa te d 


3^68 


3.85 


3.77 8.40 


3.59 


3,51 


3.40 


3.70 


3.59 


3.56 




3.74 




3.66 


Personal 


3.45 


3.62 


3.54 3.31 


3.33 


3.32 


3.15 


3.49 


3.36 


3.37 




3.50 




3.44 


Academic 






RANK 




















1 Read 


1 

* 


5 


2 10 


3 




6 2.5 


4 


3.5 




3 




3 


3 


2 Write 


5 


2 


4 13 


11 


12 6 


7.5 


O 


10 




8 


9 


3 Math 


8 


4 


5 9 


4 




5 2.5 


12 


8 




7 




5 


7 


4 Sneak 


13 


15 


14 12 


12 


13 8.5 


9 


9.5 


14 


13 


13 


5 Listen 


15 


11 


13 14.5 


13 


14 11 


14.5 


14 


15 


12 


15 


6 Critical Think. 


12 


10 


n 16 


15 


15 6 


11 


11 


13 


14 


14 


Work-related 




























7 Follow Task 


3 


3 


3 6 


9 




8 11 


7.5 


9.5 




5 




6 


4 


8 Prod. Q. Work 


2 


1 


1 11 


10 


10 6 


5 


5 




6 




7 


6 


9 Under super* 


4 


7 


6 2.5 


2 




2 1 


3 


2 




2 




2 


2 


10 Ideas 


11 


9 


10 7 


8 




9 8.5 


14.5 


13 




9 




9 


10 


11 Get along 


6.5 


8 


7 1 


1 




1 4 


2 


1 




1 




1 


1 


Personal 




























12 Community act. 


14 


16 


15 5 


14 


11 11 


6 


7 


12 


15 


12 


13 Ethical/moral 


9 


13 


12 8 


6 




7 13.5 


10 


12 


11 


11 


11 


14 Physical health 


10 


6 


8 4 


5 




3 13.5 


1 


3.5 




8 




4 


5 


IS Arts 


16 


14 


16 14.5 


16 


16 16 


16 


16 


16 


16 


16 


16 Grooming 


6.5 


12 


9 2.5 


7 




4 15 


13 


15 




4 


10 


8 








Mean Rank for each area 
















Academic 


9.0 


7.8 


8.2 12.4 


9.7 


10.3 6.1 


9.7 


8.7 


10.3 


9.2 


10.2 


Work-related 


5.3 


5.6 


5.4 6.5 


6.0 


6.0 6.1 


6.4 


6.1 


4.6 


5.0 


4.6 


Personal 


11.1 


12.2 


12.0 6.8 


9.6 


8.2 13.8 


9.2 


10.7 


10.2 


11.2 


10.4 
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APPENDIX E 

DISSONANCE 
(Expectation [EX] minus Performance [PE]) 

Students Teachers Business leaders State GT 



SHLL3 SX ES IfiJiLKX US Total KY TN Total KY TN 

Academic 



1 Read 


0.69 


0.87 


0.76 


1.73 


1.30 


1.48 


1.35 


0.99 


1.12 


1.21 


0.91 


1.06 


4 write 


0.46 


0.47 


0.47 


1 TA 

1.70 


1.20 


1.44 


0.78 


0.73 


0.75 


1.08 


0.61 


0.84 


3 Math 


0.83 


0.46 


0.63 


1.34 


1.01 


1.15 


0.87 


1.07 


1.00 


1.02 


0.48 


0.86 


4 Speak 


0.76 


0.86 


0.81 


1.64 


1.31 


1.45 


0.96 


0.61 


0.74 


1.16 


0.89 


1.02 


5 Listen 


0.87 


0.73 


0.80 


1.94 


1.56 


1.72 


1.04 


1.05 


1.05 


1.40 


0.92 


1.15 


6 Critical Think. 


0.66 


0.61 


0.63 


1.84 


1.73 


1.78 


0.78 


0.86 


0.83 


1.20 


0.91 


1.05 


tl ♦ — - — . 1 — A — S 

Worm- relate a 
























7 Follow Task 


0.60 


0.62 


0.61 


1.51 


1.25 


1.37 


1.30 


0.97 


1.09 


1.09 


0.79 


0.94 


8 Prod. Q. Work 


0.59 


0.66 


0.62 


1.69 


1.26 


1.44 


1.13 


0.92 


1.00 


1.11 


0.82 


0.96 


9 Under super. 


0.26 


0.42 


0.35 


0.99 


0.56 


0.74 


0.38 


0.52 


0.48 


0.64 


0.37 


0.50 


10 Ideas 


0.51 


0.45 


0.48 


1.06 


0.92 


0.98 


0.83 


0.83 


0.83 


0.86 


0.55 


0.70 


11 Get along 


0.84 


0.85 


0.84 


0.94 


0.79 


0.86 


1.00 


0.66 


0.79 


0.98. 


0.71 


0.84 


Personal 
























12 Community act. 


0.33 


0.41 


0.36 


0.52 


0.70 


0.63 


0.52 


0.54 


0.54 


0.61 


0.35 


0.48 


13 Ethical/moral 


0.68 


0.76 


0.72 


1.58 


1.25 


1.39 


1.35 


1.11 


1.20 


1.14 


0.90 


1.02 


14 Physical health 


0.73 


0.73 


0.73 


<.ll 


0.92 


1.00 


0.91 


0.44 


0.62 


1.04 


0.59 


0.81 


15 Arts 


0.21 


0.40 


0.32 


J...2 


1.07 


1.04 


0.39 


0.64 


0.55 


0.78 


0.40 


0.60 


16 Grooming 


0.68 


0.94 


0.82 


0.82 


0.81 


0.81 


0.87 


0.76 


0.80 


0.89 


0.72 


0.31 


n* 


111 


126 


237 


67 


91 


158 


23 


41 


64 


258 


201 


459 












Mean 
















Academic 


0.71 


0.66 


0.68 


1.70 


1.36 


1.50 


0.96 


0.88 


0.91 


1.18 


0.79 


1.00 


Work-related 


0.56 


0.60 


0.58 


1.24 


0.96 


1.08 


0.93 


0.78 


0.84 


0.94 


0.65 


0.79 


Personal 


0.52 


0.65 


0.59 


1.01 


0.95 


0.97 


0.81 


0.70 


0.74 


0.89 


0.59 


0.74 


Academic 










RANK 














l l\eaa 


o 


Z 


e 
O 




4 


3 


1 


4 


2 


2 


ft 

2 


2 


2 Write 


13 


n 


13 


4 


8 


6 


13 


10 


11 


11 


8 


10 


3 Math 


3 


12 


9 


9 


10 


9 


10 


2 


5 


5 


10 


8 


4 Speak 


4 


3 


3 


6 


3 


4 


7 


13 


12 


12 


4 


5 


5 Listen 


1 


7 


4 


1 


2 


2 


5 


3 


4 


4 


1 


1 


6 Critical Think. 


9 


10 


8 


2 


1 


1 


12 


7 


7 


7 


3 


3 


Work-related 


























7 Follow Task 


10 


9 


11 


8 


7 


8 


3 


5 


3 


3 


7 


7 


8 Prod. Q. Work 


11 


8 


10 


5 


5 


5 


4 


6 


6 


6 


6 


6 


9 Under super. 


15 


14 


15 


13 


16 


15 


16 


15 


16 


16 


15 


15 


10 Ideas 


12 


13 


12 


11 


11 


12 


11 


8 


8 


8 


13 


13 


11 Get along 


2 


4 


1 


14 


14 


13 


6 


11 


10 


10 


11 


9 


Personal 


























12 Community act. 


14 


15 


14 


16 


15 


16 


14 


14 


15 


15 


16 


16 


13 Ethical/moral 


7.5 


5 


7 


7 


6 


7 


2 


1 


1 


1 


5 


4 


14 Physical health 


5 


6 


6 


10 


12 


11 


8 


16 


13 


13 


9 


12 


15 Arts 


16 


16 


16 


12 


9 


10 


15 


12 


14 


14 


14 


14 


16 Grooming 


7.5 


1 


2 


15 


13 


14 


9 


9 


9 


9 


12 


11 








Mean Rank for each area 














Academic 


6.0 


7.5 


7.0 


4.2 


4.7 


4.2 


8.0 


6.5 


6.8 


6.8 


4.7 


4.8 


Work-related 


10.0 


9.6 


9.8 


10.2 


10.6 


10.6 


8.0 


9.0 


8.6 


8.6 


10.4 


10.0 


Personal 


10.0 


8.6 


9.0 


12.0 


11.0 


11.6 


9.6 


10.4 


10.4 


10.4 


11.2 


11.4 




Dissonance 

O M A » h k) 9i OD M 

ii i i|.uili ti In ij m li til i nil uXtuim 



l.Read 



11.73 
I 





0 
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Dissonance 



ooooooooo 

#«»•» • * ♦ * 

OMN)UI^UOlsl00SOH 

i««i«ti t* tit till i tui tlitif ii<i»ii>iiii«i iitii •! 



LRcad 




■ 


■ 


3 H 


515 



30 



Dissonance 



Dissonance 
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12. Community act 
13. Ethical/moral 
14. Physical health 
15. Arts 
16. Grooming 
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